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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed November 27, 2006. Claims 1 
and 3-45 are pending in the present application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 14, 22 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, 
or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. The Examiner is 
unable to find support for selecting and publishing a "subset" of electronic documents as 
claimed. Applicant is hereby requested to provide the exact support in the specification. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as sei fonh in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1, 4, 14, 17, 22, 28-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wolff (U.S. Patent No. 5,848,413 hereinafter, Wolff in view of Gormish (U.S. Patent No. 
5,692,048 hereinafter, Gormish) in view of Epstein (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,508 hereinafter 
Epstein) in fiirther view of Matsui (U.S. Patent No. 6,742,1 16, hereinafter Matsui). 

In considering claims 1, 14, 17, 22, and 28, Wolff discloses a system for publishing 
electronic documents on a network (see. Fig 7) comprising: 

a multifiinction machine to supply multiple electronic documents (see Wolff col. 7, lines 

29-30); 

While Wolff discloses a multifiinction machine for use in publishing documents on the 
Web, Wolff does not explicitly disclose wherein the multifiinction machine saves the electronic 
documents in the absence of an explicit command by a user to save the electronic documents and 
in response to another user specified fiinction associated with the electronic documents. 

Nonetheless, multifiinction machines that performs user specified fiinctions as wells as 
saving documents in the absence of an explicit command are well known as evidenced by 
Gormish. 

In similar" art Gormish discloses a fax machine that automatically saves a certain number 
of faxes (See Gormish col. 1, lines 46-49). It would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the system as disclosed by Wolff to include the automatic 
archiving feature so that documents could be stored and filed without user intervention thereby 
reducing time, costs, and error while providing for fiiture search and retrieval of the documents. 
Therefore, the aforementioned limitations as they appear in claims 1, 14, 17, 22, and 28, above 
would have been obvious fi-om the explicit teachings of 
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Gormish. 

While Wolff discloses a gateway server that receives faxed images and transforms the 
images into documents for publication (See Wolff col. 7, lines 40-49), Wolff does not explicitly 
discloses wherein the gateway includes a content-based filter to transform one or more of the 
electronic documents to meet predetermined content based standards for publication over a 
network if one or more electronic documents do not meet the standards for publication. 

Nonetheless, a content-based filter that translates, modifies, and transforms documents or 
files for publication is well known in the art as evidenced by Epstein. In similar art Epstein 
discloses a content-based filter that performs any necessary content-based decision-making and 
modifies the files by performing sanitation (e.g., excising profanity or 'fizzing" data values (see 
Epstein col. 9, lines 7-21). It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the gateway server disclosed by Wolff to include the content based filter as disclosed 
by Epstein in order to ensure that documents are reviewed prior to publications so that undesired 
information is not published over the network. Therefore, the aforementioned limitations as they 
appear in claims 1, 14, 17, 22, and 28, above would have been obvious firom the expUcit 
teachings of Epstein. 

While Wolff further discloses a server coupled to the filter, the server having a memory 
to store the electronic documents, the server permitting access to the electronic documents using 
a documents identifier (See Wolff col. 7, Une 40-67 through col. 8, line 3; figure 7); Wolff does 
not explicitly disclose authorization information to one or more recipients, the authorization 
information to enable the one or more recipients to access one or more of the subset of electronic 
documents. Nonetheless, a server that transmits authorization information to one or more 
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recipients, the authorization information to enable the one or more recipients to access restricted 
information is well known as evidenced by Matsui. In similar art, Matsui discloses a server that 
creates new passwords (authorization information) and transmits the new passwords to each user 
terminals to enable access to a restricted area (col. 18, lines 47-52). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as disclosed by Wolff to include the step of the server permitting access to the electronic 
documents using a documents identifier as well as server transmitted authorization information 
in order to prevent unauthorized access to the electronic documents by only allowing invited 
users or those users that have received authorization information from the server. This security 
feature would also be advantageous in preventing the electronic documents from being retrieved 
by tm welcome users. Therefore, the claimed limitation would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Wolff 

In considering claim 3, Wolf teaches the system defined in claim 1, wherein the 
multifunction machine comprises a print driver the selectively pubUshes one or more electronic 
documents on a network (See Wolff col. 7, lines 29-39). 

In considering claims 4, 38-39, 41-42, and 44-45 Wolff further discloses wherein the 
filter provides one or more authorized users with a document identifier that comprises a 
Universal Resource Locator (URL) corresponding to a published electronic document (See 
Wolffcol. 7, lines 55-60). 
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In considering claims 29-36, while the combined system of Wolff, Gormish, Epstein, and 
Matsui discloses a content based filter that performs sanitation (e.g. removing profanity), the 
system does not disclose removing confidential, pomographic, or violent material fi-om one or 
more selected electronic documents. Nonetheless, Examiner takes official notice that one having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the uses and advantages of additionally 
removing confidential, pomographic, or violent material if the one or more selected documents 
contain confidential, pomographic, or violent information to ensure that documents intended for 
publication do not include undesired information. 

hi considering claims 37, 40, and 43, the combined system of Wolff, Gormish, Epstein, 
and Matsui fiirther discloses wherein the authorization information comprises a user name and a 
password sent to an authorized user (see Matsui col. 18, lines 47-57). 

Claims 8-13, 15-16, 18, 23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wolff, Gormish, Epstein and Matsui, in fiirther view of Bauer (U.S. Patent No. 
6,1 88,673 hereinafter Bauer). 

In considering claims 8, while the combined system of Wolff and Gormish discloses the 
system substantially as claimed, it does not disclose wherein the server maintains access logs and 
updates the access logs each time a published electronic document is accessed. Nonetheless, 
servers that maintain access logs for documents or WebPages and updates the log each time it is 
accessed are well known as evidenced by Bauer. In similar art Bauer discloses a system 
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associated with a World Wide Web site whose pages provide a call request capability wherein a 
call center receives notifications of page hits and requests from the Web server. Bauer also 
discloses wherein the data is stored for later use of to generate reports on historical ratios of the 
number of hits (See Bauer, abstract and col. 5, Hnes 46-48). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as disclosed by Wolff to include the access log feature in order to maintain historical data 
and to use it to predict future traffic. Therefore, the aforementioned limitations as they appear in 
claim 8 above, would have been obvious from the explicit teachings of Wolff and Gormish. 

In considering claims 9-10, Bauer further discloses a server comprising a system manager 
that is capable of accessing the access logs (See Bauer, col. 5, lines 37-44). 

In considering claims 11-12, Bauer further discloses wherein the system manager notifies 
the publisher automatically, by sending an electronic mail message to the publisher in response 
to the electronic documents being accessed by a user (See Bauer, col. 4, lines 62-67). 

In considering claim 13, while the combined system of Wolff, Gormish, and Bauer 
discloses the system substantially as claimed, it does not disclose the step of performing virus 
removal. However, the Examiner takes official notice that performing virus removal is 
notoriously well known in the art. A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying the filter to include the virus removal 
feature in order to eliminate any harmful programs from destroying the created web page. 
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Therefore, the aforementioned limitations as they appear in claim 13 above, would have been an 
obvious modification. 

In considering claim 15, Wolff further discloses wherein sending the electronic 
documents comprise a multi-function machine printing the electronic documents (See Wolff col. 
7, lines 29-39). 

In considering claims 16 and 27, although the system taught by Wolff discloses 
substantial features of the claimed invention it fails to disclose wherein the server generates a 
security key. However Wolff does disclose wherein the server allows access to the documents by 
creating an identifier/locator for the documents. Thus, a person having ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized the desirability generating a security key as well ms an identifier so that 
the server would not only allow access to the documents, but also authorized access to the 
documents. Therefore, the claimed limitation would have been an obvious modification to the 
system taught by Wolff 

In considering claims 18 and 23, Wolff disclose a system further comprising the server 
automatically notifying a user that an electronic mail message containing a Universal Resource 
Locator) has been sent from the server (See Wolff col. 7, lines 55-62). 
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Claims 5-7, 19-21, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wolff, Gormish, Epstein and Matsui, in further view of Skarbo et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,3 1 77,777 hereinafter, Skarbo). 

In considering claim 5-7, 19-21, and 24-26, although the combined system of Wolff and 
Bauer discloses substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose wherein the 
server deletes or prevents access to the documents based on certain conditions. The conditions 
being when an authorized user accesses the documents after the documents has been stored on 
the server for a predetermined amount of time, or if the documents had been accessed a 
predetermined number of times. Nonetheless, the auto-deletion of documents based on certain 
conditions is well known as evidenced by Skarbo. In similar art Skarbo discloses a system and 
method for web based storage and retrieval of documents wherein administrative options may be 
set pertaining to documents such as the auto-deletion after n days, displaying user access rates, 
and resources used (col. 7, lines 9-18). 

Thus given the teachings of Skarbo a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized the desirability to modify the combined system of Wolff and Bauer to include the 
maintenance options, described above, so that the publisher of the documents would have control 
over the documents' accessibility. Therefore, the claimed limitations would have been obvious 
modifications to the combined system of Wolff and Bauer. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered. However, upon further consideration, 
the specification does not disclose selecting and publishing a subset of electronic documents as 
claimed, therefore these claims are rejected for lacking enablement. The instant office action is 
made non-final in order that Applicant may properly respond on the record and submit any 
necessary amendment to the claims. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 13, the attached reference (USPN 5999942 issued to 
Tilati) provides supports that the assertion that virus removal was well known in the art before 
the time of filing of the application. See Tilati col. 16, lines 44-61. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alina N. Boutah whose telephone number is 571-272-3908. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (9:00 am - 5:00 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this appHcation or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
AppHcation Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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